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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The amendment filed 9/22/2006 has been placed of record in the file. 

2. Claims 1,8, 15, 21, 29, 30, and 37 have been amended. 

3. Claims 1-44 are now pending. 

4. The applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-44 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. A detailed discussion is set forth below. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

5. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.114, The applicant's submission filed on 9/22/2006 has been entered. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

6. The IDS filed 6/1 9/2006 has been considered. 

Response to Amendment 

7. Since some claims have been amended, the rejection of record will be restated taking into 
account the amendments, after which the applicant's arguments will be addressed. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/072,988 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2152 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U,S,C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mattis et al. 
(U.S. Patent Number 6,292,880), hereinafter referred to as Mattis, in view of Cloutier et al. (U.S. 
Patent Number 6,535,586), hereinafter referred to as Cloutier. 

10. Mattis disclosed a method for caching information objects that uses object keys to detect 
duplicate objects. In an analogous art, Cloutier disclosed a method for generating a unique code 
for email messages in a system for the notification and retrieval of stored email. 

1 1 . Concerning claim 1 , and like claims, Mattis did not explicitly state that his object is an 
email message and thus did not explicitly state retrieving a message fi-om a mailbox on the 
electronic mail messaging system, the message including a plurality of properties. Howeyer, 
Cloutier' s system is focused on the generation of unique codes or tags for email messages stored 
in a messaging system server based on message properties. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to modify the system of Mattis by 
allowing the objects to be email messages and thus adding the ability to retrieve a message from 
a mailbox on the electronic mail messaging system, the message including a plurality of 
properties as provided by Cloutier. Here the combination satisfies the need for an object store 
that efficiently stores large numbers of objects without content duplication. See Mattis, column 
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4, lines 34-35. This rationale also applies to those dependent claims utilizing the same 
combination. 

12. Concerning claims 5 and 6, and like claims, the combination of Mattis and Cloutier did 
not explicitly state computing the message tag by concatenating the sender's name, the sender's 
submission time, and the subject. However, the combination does state computing tags by 
concatenating data from an email header, especially noting the use of the "Date" and "From" 
fields. Although the sender's name is not explicit, this would be a clear extension of data in a 
"From" field of an email header. Although the sender's submission time is not explicit, this 
would be a clear extension of data in a "Date" field of an email header as various dates and times 
are often used in email headers. Although the subject is not explicit, this would be a clear 
extension of the system since the system utilizes data from the email header and an email subject 
line is exemplary of such data. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the applicant's invention to modify the combination of Mattis and Cloutier by 
adding the ability to compute the message tag by concatenating the sender's name, the sender's 
submission time, and the subject. 

13. Some claims will be discussed together. Those claims which are essentially the same 
except that they set forth the claimed invention as an alternative method or a system are rejected 
under the same rationale applied to the described claim. 

14. Thereby, the combination of Mattis and Cloutier discloses: 
• <Claims 1, 8, 15, 21, 30, and 37> 

A method for identifying a unique electronic mail message in a plurality of electronic 
mail messages extracted from an electronic mail messaging system, the method 
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comprising: retrieving a message from a mailbox on the electronic mail messaging 
system, the message including a plurality of message properties (Cloutier, column 5, Une 
40 through column 6, line 13); computing a message tag from at least a portion of the 
plurality of message properties (Mattis, column 8, lines 18-36 and column 8, line 55 
through column 9, line 6); reviewing a list of message tags stored in a single shared index 
file associated with multiple electronic mail recipients (Mattis, column 8, line 55 through 
column 9, line 6 and column 10, lines 40-48; and for email recipients, Cloutier, column 3, 
lines 20-28); determining based upon whether the message tag is found in the single 
shared index file whether the message is not a duplicate message already stored in a 
message archive (Mattis, column 8, line 55 through column 9, line 6); and storing the 
message tag in the single shared index file and storing the message in the message 
archive if it is determined the message is not a duplicate message (Mattis, column 8, line 
55 through column 9, line 6). 

Claims 8 and 30 also contain limitations similar to Claim 5 discussed below. 

• <Claims 2, 1 7, 22, and 38> 

The method of claim 1, wherein the message tag is computed by concatenating at least 
two properties selected from the plurality of message properties (Mattis, column 9, lines 
48-63 and Cloutier, column 6, lines 7-13). 

• <Claims 3, 10, 18, 23, 28, 32, 39, and 44> 

The method of claim 2, wherein the message tag is fiirther computed by applying a hash 
algorithm to the message tag to form a uniform string, wherein the uniform string has a 
predetermined length (Mattis, column 9, lines 48-63). 
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• <Claims 4, 1 1 , 1 9, 24, 33, and 40> 

The method of claim 3, wherein the hash algorithm is an MD5 hash algorithm (Mattis, 
column 9, lines 48-63). 

• <Claims 5, 9, 16, 26, 3 1 , and 42> 

The method of claim 1, wherein the plurality of message properties includes a sender's 
name and a sender's submission time, and wherein the message tag is computed by 
concatenating the sender's name to the sender's submission time (Cloutier, column 6, 
lines 7-13 and obviousness). 

• <Claims 6, 27, 34, and 43> 

The method of claim 1, wherein the plurality of message properties includes a sender's 
name, a sender's submission time and a subject, and wherein the message tag is computed 
by concatenating the sender's name and the subject to the sender's submission time 
(Cloutier, column 6, lines 7-13 and obviousness). 

• <Claims 7, 1 3, 20, 29, and 35> 

The method of claim 1, wherein the index file is stored in a relational database system 
(Mattis, column 10, lines 24-31). 

• <Claims 12, 25,and41> 

The method of claim 8, wherein the first mailbox and the second mailbox are different 
mailboxes on the electronic mail messaging system (Mattis, colximn 8, lines 42-49). 

• <Claims 14 and 36> 

The method of claim 8, wherein the message archive is a relational database system 
(Mattis, column 7, line 66 through column 8, line 17). 
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Since the combination of Mattis and Cloutier discloses all of the above limitations, claims 1-44 
are rejected. 

Response to Arguments 

15. In the remarks, the applicant has argued: 

• <Argument 1> 

The combination of Mattis and Cloutier does not disclose the features of claim 1 because 
it does not disclose "a single shared index file associated with multiple electronic mail 
recipients" as recited in claim 1. 

• <Argument2> 

The combination of Mattis and Cloutier does not disclose the features of claim 1 because 
it does not disclose "determining based upon whether the message tag is found in the 
single shared index file whether the message is not a duplicate message already stored in 
a message archive" as recited in claim 1 . 

16. In response to argument 1, the combination of Mattis and Cloutier does disclose a single 
shared index file as recited in claim 1. The previous line citation to Mattis, column 8, line 55 
through column 9, line 6, shows the use of a cache associated with multiple users over the 
Internet. Although, Mattis doesn't state the use of email, Cloutier's system sets forth similar 
functionality in the use of an email server and a messaging system server over the Internet. 
Cloutier's email server serves mail to multiple recipients. 

17. In response to argument 2, the combination of Mattis and Cloutier does disclose the 
determining step as recited in claim 1. As the applicant admits in the remarks, "the object key is 
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used to detect duplicate objects." Again, see the details of object key computation at Mattis, 
column 8, lines 18-36. In addition, Cloutier clearly teaches generating a message code (akin to 
the object key of Mattis) by using certain message properties. Thus, it is maintained that the 
combination of Mattis and Cloutier does teach using a message tag computed from message 
properties to detect a duplicate message. In response to the applicant's argument that Mattis does 
not teach message properties in the object key, the applicant is reminded that one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

1 8. In addition, the applicant has argued that claims rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103, but not 
explicitly discussed, are allowable based on the above arguments. Thus, claims disclosing 
similar limitations to the discussed claims and related dependent claims remain rejected under 
the same reasoning as presented above. 

Conclusion 

19. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Victor Lesniewski whose telephone number is 571-272-3987. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571-272-3913. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Patent Examiner 
Group Art Unit 2152 



